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This report provides an evaluation of the 
Postsecondary Enrollment Options program, enacted in Minnesota in 
1985 to allow 11th- and 12th~grade students to take postsecondary 
courses at state expense. It is based on interviews with state 
education and social services officials, a survey of 401 high school 
principals and directors of alternative schools that enrolled 
eligible students, a survey of 76 admissions directors from 
participating pos ts econdary institutions, a telephone survey of 300 
students (and their parents) enrolled in the program, and visits to 
participating high schools and postsecondary institutions. It was 
found that six percent of Minnesota public school juniors and seniors 
took part in the Postsecondary Enrollment Options program in 1994-95, 
and that program participants generally received higher grades than 
regularly admitted postsecondary students, except at technical 
colleges, where they did somewhat worse. School administrators, 
students, and parents said that the most important reasons why 
students participated in the program were to get a head start on 
college and to save on pos t secondary costs. Most program 
participants, their parents, pos tsecondary school administrators, and 
directors of alternative schools were satisfied with the program, 
while most high school administrators were not. Three appendixes 
provide copies of survey forms. (MDM) 
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Members 

Legislative Audit Commission 

In June 1995, the Legislative Audit Commission directed us to evaluate the 
Postsecondary Enrollment Options program which was created in 1985 to expand 
educational opportunities for students. The program allows high school juniors and 
seniors to take college-level courses at state expense. The commission wanted to know 
whether the program was achieving its goals and what kind of impact it was having on 
students, high schools, and postsecondary institutions. 

Overall, we found that the program is working well. Most students have taken courses in 
core academic areas and, except for those in technical colleges, most have performed 
better than regularly enrolled postsecondary students. Most of those affected by the 
program, including students and parents, are highly satisfied with the program and have 
few complaints. High school administrators, however, reported that the program 
sometimes made it difficult for them to plan, schedule high school classes, and budget 
their resources. 

We recommend that schools and colleges should better coordinate their efforts and take 
steps to ensure that participating students enroll in the most appropriate courses and 
institutions. We also think the Legislature should consider expanding participation by 
making all postsecondary institutions that participate in the State Grant program eligible 
to enroll students under the Postsecondary Enrollment Options program. 

Our report was researched and written by Marilyn Jackson-Beeck and Jo Vos (co-project 
managers) and Judy Grew, with assistance from Michael Blumfield and Patrick Deza, and 
cost approximately $60,000. We appreciate the assistance we received from the 
Department of Children, Families, and Learning, the University of Minnesota, and the 
Minnesota State Colleges and Universities, and we thank the school administrators, 
students, and parents who responded to our surveys. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



T he 1985 Legislature enacted the Postsecondary Enrollment Options pro- 
gram as one of the first of several state efforts to reform public education 
and expand opportunities for Minnesota students. ^ According to state law, 
the program is intended to “promote rigorous academic pursuits and provide a va- 
riety of options” for 11th- and 12th-grade students by giving them an opportunity 
to take postsecondary classes at state expense. Policy makers hoped that the com- 
petition from colleges and universities might force secondary schools to become 
more responsive to the needs of students and parents. 

Over the program’s 10-year history, some policy makers have become concerned 
that it might not be fillfilling its statutory purposes and might even have some 
negative effects on K-12 education. In June 1995, the Legislative Audit Commis- 
sion directed us to study the program. We asked the following questions: 

• What types of students have participated in the Postsecondary 
Enrollment Options program and why? To what extent have 
participating students, parents, and school administrators been 
satisfied with the program? 

• What types of courses have students taken, and have they completed 
them satisfactorily? 

• How have secondary and postsecondary schools implemented the 
program? Has access been a problem in any part of the state? 

• How have schools been affected by the Postsecondary Enrollment 
Options program? What has been the fiscal impact of the program on 
students, school districts, postsecondary schools, and the state? 

To answer these questions, we interviewed students, teachers, counselors, adminis- 
trators, and state experts in education budgeting and finance. We analyzed student 
records and payment data from the Department of Children, Families and Learn- 
ing and studied data on students’ characteristics and performance. To assess satis- 
faction with the program, the adequacy of its implementation, and the extent of 
problems associated with it, we surveyed almost all of the state’s high school ptin- 



1 Minn. Stat § 123.35 14. Other examples include open enrollment, high school graduation incen- 
tives, and the educational effectiveness program. 
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